MRL: There is no question that we have a feminine literary tradition at the very foundation of our literature with works at the same level as the masculine literary tradition. However, for several years only the founding "fathers" were recognized; the "mothers" were forgotten or considered a marginal phenomenon. As Bonnie Frederick points out in her book Wily Modesty, this process begins with the first History of Argentine Literature by Ricardo Rojas.' Rojas was a solid intellectual who dared to undertake this project despite the jokes made by those who said that Argentina did not have its own literature. Given the intellectual atmosphere of the era, it might be thought admirable that he included women at all, instead of just 80 ST&TCL, Volume 29, No. 1 (Winter 2005) silencing or ignoring them. Nevertheless, he does so only parenthetically, separating them from the great literary movements. He classifies them above all by their gender, not by what they wrote as creative subjects at the same level as their male counterparts. And this conception remains until today in the most recent literary histories, despite the best intentions. This is the dangerous side of gender studies, which is that they can have the same effect of locating women once again in a "ghetto," separating them out as if their work were not at the level of male writers (who also have a gender, by the way, although it is as if for men gender were "neutralized," the masculine tends to be understood as the "universal measure").
Women writers have also ignored our ancestors. We haven't dialogued with their texts as one does with the "classical" national texts, all written by men I think this began to change with the publication of the novel Juanamanuela, mucha mujer (1980) by Marta Mercader, who attempted a very interesting recuperation of Juana Manuela Gorriti, which was well received by the reading public, who rediscovered this nineteenth-century author through Mercader's novel. ' I have always been interested in the figure of Eduarda Mansilla, the brilliant sister of the equally brilliant, but far better known, Lucie Victorio Mansilla, author of Una excursion a los indios ranqueles.4 I have written a novel about her, Una mujer de fin de siglo as well as several critical studies of her literary work. I also plan to publish a book of critical articles about her prose fiction. In my book of short stories, Historias ocultas en la Recoleta, I focus specifically on another nineteenth-century author, the poet Agustina Andrade, who inspired me to write the story "El canto del silencio". Furthermore, the entire book Amores insolitos is centered on intergender relations, gender roles, asymmetries of power, and the possibility, as Pierre Bourdieu says, that "difference" in a genuine love relation should not be read as "subalternity." KL: In recent years the historical novel has proven to be commercially successful, stimulating writers to produce more work in this genre by de-and reconstructing historical legacies, especially with respect to gender and women's history. Although traditionally identified as a form of subaltern expression, can women's writing still be considered as such today, when many of the current bestsellers in 2 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 29, Iss. 1 [2005] Rojas y Patron, who used to send him money, in which both share their fascination for one of the young princesses, Princess Alice, one of Queen Victoria's daughters. Rojas y Patron points out how gladly people would prefer to be ruled by such a charming, feminine figure rather than by the less pleasant, and much more conventional, figure of a male. In other words, Rosas was always conscious of the peculiar power of women, their charm, and seductiveness. It should be recognized that from a certain point of view, he used them, but it is also true that women in his circle enjoyed a central role. They were not mere inert instruments stripped of their will and intelligence. They collaborated with him because in one way or another they felt comfortable, or respected, or because they perceived that this position enabled them to retain some amount of power. KL: In contrast with the Rosista period, the post-Caseros era which followed his overthrow in 1852 seems to be characterized by an absence of women from the political scene. Earlier, women like Rosas's wife Encarnacion and his daughter Manuelita were in the spotlight and discussed, but after Caseros... . MRL: . . . there were no women visibly associated with positions of leadership; men exclusively were in power, it is true. It is not until the beginning of the twentieth century that we find the first professional women, as well as grassroot feminist groups actively promoting equality of civil and political rights, with leaders such as the socialist Alicia Moreau de Justo, Elvira Rawson, or Julieta Lanteri. But it is not due to these groups that women would accomplish what they set out to achieve. The right to vote was finally given to women by Eva Duarte de Peron, who was not ideologically feminist, and who, although having her own sphere of influence, undoubtedly acted as the mediator for a male ruler, who happened to be her own husband. In any case, as historian Marcela Nari has correctly indicated, although Eva's discourse did not resort to revolutionary feminist slogans, her political practice, her acts, and her gestures established the image of a woman capable of transcending the private sphere and defending the political and labor rights of her gender.
KL: How can this disappearance from the public sphere or depolitization of women be explained? MRL: A historian, Lucia Galvez, comments that women always become visible when men need them. Afterwards they again return to domestic confinement. I believe there is some truth to this, isn't there? During periods of civil war, during the construction of the nation, in conflicts on one side or the other, women were necessary. Once Argentina was "modernized," pacified and homogenized, it was deemed more appropriate for women to return to domestic tranquility.
KL: Rosas's daughter, Manuela Rosas, had a prominent and publicly visible role in many affairs of state, meeting with ambassadors, representing her father, and negotiating with him on behalf of opposition groups. The Unitarians and the Liberals have both portrayed her as a victim of her father, using her as an allegory for the captive nation. For instance, the best-known nineteenth-century Argentinean novelist Jose Marmol portrays her as the white hope for the future, a nation which can remain pure and chaste despite being under her father's rule. Are there any other portrayals of Manuela in which she is represented in a more ambiguous fashion? MRL: The principal spokesperson to articulate such a position, the one responsible for this construction of Manuela, is without a doubt Marmol, who had probably fallen in love with her, as is revealed in his writings, but he never got anywhere, and from a distance he sees her as a victim. But he perceives her as a victim because of his prejudices, which were shared by many men of his time with regard to feminine nature. Marmol believed Rosas had "perverted" Manuela's femininity by bringing her into direct contact with power, because obviously he believed that matters of power are not for women, that this association with power corrupts their nature. He also describes women as fragile and delicate beings, prone to a frivolous and light-hearted imagination, who become rough and insensitive once they face the harsh realities of violence and politics. In Marmol's eyes, Manuela was to some degree subjected to a kind of continuous pressure from her father, whose goal was to degrade her pure, chaste, and sweetly feminine nature, and furthermore, she would not be allowed to love believe that, until the end, she considered that both she and her father had provided the nation with a necessary service.
Manuela's greatest wrath was not directed toward the traditional enemies (for instance, in the last years of her life she and Juan Batista Alberdi, whom she very much respected and who returned 6 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 29, Iss. 1 [2005] KL: The novel itself suggests that Manuela is being analysed or controlled by her father or by patriarchal political power (which "can do everything"), and by Rosas's secretary, Pedro de Angelis, or scientific power (which "knows everything"). As women readers, we identi-
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Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 29, Iss. 1 [2005] , Art. 6 https://newprairiepress.org/sttcl/vol29/iss1/6 DOI: 10.4148/2334-4415.1594 fy with the naive Gabriel Victorica and his modernizing-scientific discourse in its Freudian version. Doesn't being identified within these three masculine powers place the woman reader in a submissive position with respect to men, who once again use the power of language and of hegemonic discourse to represent women? MRL: Not in that Manuela permanently challenges this position or power, because these phrases "men who can do everything" and ((men who know everything"-which are ironic-are hers. She is the one who is aware of what is happening to her and of the fascination she has felt for her father, a feeling she has toward Pedro de Angelis as well. This fascination has something to do with that particular power of men, which she in turn neutralizes through feminine power. There is an ongoing game of power in the novel, and with respect specifically to Victorica's modernizing discourse, Manuela always maintains a gently mocking reserve towards him. For instance, when she hears Mr. Freud's name, she calls him Mr. Alegre (Mr. Happy), taking up Victorica's translation, and she doubts that any kind of scientific discourse can unlock the mystery of the human soul. This doubt is always part of her and is definitely shared by Victorica as well. He is caught up in the seductiveness that emanates from this older woman, who is wiser than he, and who involves him in her own power of evocation and language.
KL: There is reciprocity among subjects. Although the reader has the impression at the beginning of the novel that men have the power, at the end we see that this is not the case, that these very rigid frameworks can be broken.
MRL: Manuela interacts continuously. She is not a passive object. She is a subject who is formed through a struggle of intelligence and subtlety in her relationship with her surroundings, and she gradually frees herself from her own father. There is a paragraph in the novel in which Pedro de Angelis is talking about the ambiguity of this relationship, saying that the princess's suitors come to free her, when in fact she does not want to be freed.
Everyone believes that Manuela wishes to be freed by the hand of a hero capable of wrenching her from the sleeping dragon. They are all unaware 9 Lehman: Women, Subalternity, and the Historical Novel of María Rosa Lojo
Published by New Prairie Press that the dragon never sleeps, and worst of all, that she actually does not wish to be freed. She has a pact with the beast, and the flames that seem to imprison her are nothing but a reflection of the wall that supports the castle. (153) This is the key to what happens to Manuela. She is voluntarily captive to that relationship, from which she is not able to detach herself, although she will end up doing so, marrying Maximo, and reaching normal adulthood. However, it is a process that takes her a lot of time.
KL: In this context it is interesting to consider the quotation in which she says that taming men is like taming horses, the indigenous way requires a lot of patience; but she rejects the word "taming." Here, she connects women to other marginalized groups, in this case the indigenous peoples.
MRL: I took the idea about taming horses by the Indians, and their unique techniques, from Mansilla's Una excursion a los indios ranqueles (1870). The association is quite intentional: that is, that women, who are forbidden to use brute force (or explicit force) should tame-like other subalterns, the indigenous-"in the Indian way" through sheer cunning, in such a way that even they do not acknowledge their intention to "tame." She prefers the word "persuade," an idea she used all her life. KL: We are given an opposing view in Pedro de Angelis's diary, when he mentions that in Rosas's house, he finds the world upside down: the Indian mixed with the white, with the black. . . .
MRL:
The "high" with the "low?' A carnival-like world, resulting from the inversion of roles and hierarchies, as Bakhtin would say.
KL: He speaks of how racial contact disgusts him. . . . MRL: And that is an attitude that Rosas did not share. Rosas had other defects, but he was not racist, and neither was Manuela, in my view. I suppose that the world of candombes and great rituals of African-River Plate origin, in which she was always the guest of honor,
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Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 29, Iss. 1 [2005] For de Angelis, all these quarrels lose their meaning in his own confusion and defencelessness in a world where he doesn't find a place of his own. He is torn between his commitments in this place, which were increasingly demanding, and his nostalgia for his birthplace to which he would never return.
In short, de Angelis's voice links the readers not only with the world of Rosism but also with the world of a European who comes from the Enlightenment, from Paris, from liberalism, and even Masonry; and so he suffers from the intense contrast with the Creole Spanish American society, still essentially colonial. This society continues to live in a semi-feudal world (given that Rosas's government was, in certain aspects, a feudal government), in a country that has gained independence from Spain, yet preserves many archaic structures, without quite becoming a "republic" in the full or "modern" sense. De Angelis's diary is read and discussed at the end of the century when the entire previous era is clearly over and a new era is dawning. KL: A moment of transition to a new order not so different from our own.... MRL: This is a parallel I have considered seriously. Occurring in both periods is a change of mentality, the foreign influence on language itself and many customs, the love for luxury felt by the Argentine upper class and by large sectors of the middle class that imitated the upper class. There was also increasing financial speculation, instability in the economy, and the pragmatism of the ruling class. In one way or the other, the majority of "common" people who came from the countryside, politically committed to defeated groups, were left completely off the map, eliminated and anachronistic, like those old gauchos who spent their last days in taverns cheering for Rosas and for the young Manuela-that is how Cunningham Graham saw them-while important families, who had benefited from Rosism, settled themselves into the liberal order most comfortably. KL: Does Manuela use "feminine" wisdom only with men to achieve what she wants, to tame them (feminine charms, seduction), or is it rather that she understands the desires of human beings in general, and knows how to manipulate them through these desires, hence for Victorica she is a better lesson in psychoanalysis than his classes? MRL: The latter. From the start she places herself within a cultural construction, within a feminine role. This is, however, relative with respect to possible stereotypes, because while she is an exquisite hostess and a socially sophisticated lady, she is also an authority in rural matters and an expert equestrian. This is emphasized by some of her visitors, such as William Mac Cann. There is a wonderful part in Mac Cann's book in which he says that she is such an Amazon that he rides behind her without catching up with her, and it is for this reason he cannot follow social etiquette and drive off the mosquitoes from her face and arms.' I suppose she had what is now known as "emotional intelligence," and she knew how to make use of it perfectly. She knew what the other person felt and needed, and she could put herself in that situation. That is how as an elderly woman she reveals herself in a letter to her friend Antonino Reyes. In this letter she says that she finds out and understands everyone's tastes-household members, their visitors-and while it is not an easy task, she knows how to do it very well, and consequently everything runs smoothly, and, as a result she is the one who controls the strings of her world.9 KL: I would like to talk a bit more about the relationship between the marginalized groups, subalternity, and women. A critic suggests there are three models to understand how women writers tend to conceive the relationship between their writing and subalternity: the revisionist, who researches history in order to change narratives and offer new alternatives, and who maintains the stability of the author-narrator's voice or position, such as Rosario Ferre from Puerto Rico. The second is the one who searches for subaltern voices and allows them to speak, erasing herself as author or becoming a mediator, using testimony as a model, as does Elena Poniatowska from Mexico-she insists that she is a journalist and that her presence and power in the narrative are minimal. The third is the one who searches for a new language through which she totally dismantles the monumental author, such as the Chilean Diamela Eltit.i° I think that several of these alternatives can be seen in the novels you have written.
MRL: I would place myself within the third alternative more than any other. Even in novels that demand a certain adaptation to the language of the period, such as historical novels, the truth is that I am committed to using my own language despite certain touches reflecting the era, certain strategies one uses in order to avoid falling into blatant anachronisms. An 
